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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

Appel | ants appeal the district court's orders denying their
notions for reconsi deration of the order denying relief ontheir 42
U S. C § 1983 (1994) conplaint. W have revi ewed the record and t he
district court's opinionandfindnoreversibleerror. Accordingly,

we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Gray v. Angel one,

No. CA-96-868-R(WD. Va. Nov. 19, 1996). We grant Appellant Gray's
notion to expedite the appeal to the extent possible given the
court's busy docket. W dispense with oral argunment because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional

process.
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